



















that	 within	 the	 Romanian	 Patriarchate	 there	 are	 two	 different	 approaches	
concerning	the	extent	of	the	involvement	of	the	laity	in	the	three‐fold	ministry	





Church.	 The	 lack	 of	 laity’s	 involvement	 in	 the	 recently	 held	 Pan‐Orthodox	
Council	 determines	 us	 to	 look	 again	 and	 critical	 to	 the	 situation	within	 the	








The	 Pan‐Orthodox	 Synod	 that	 took	 place	 in	 Crete	 in	 June	 2016	 has	
been	criticized,	among	other	 things,	 for	not	allowing	 the	 laity	 to	be	 involved	
both	 in	 its	 preparation	 and	 in	 the	 decision‐making	 process.	 The	 question	 of	
the	laity	involvement	in	the	synodal	process	is	rather	an	old	issue	among	the	
Orthodox	and	we	have	no	intention	here	to	go	into	its	 long	history.	What	we	











For	 this	 reason,	 we	 will	 analyze	 the	 provisions	 concerning	 the	 laity	
found	in	several	Statutes	that	governed	or	govern	either	ecclesial	provinces	of,	
or	 the	 whole	 Romanian	 Patriarchate1.	 Each	 Statute	 will	 be	 presented	 in	 its	
historical	context	for	a	greater	understanding	of	its	canonical	approach.	




In	1925	 the	Romanian	Orthodox	Church	was	 elevated	 to	 the	 rank	of	
Patriarchate.	 She	 came	 into	 existence	 after	 the	unification	of	 four	Romanian	



















1	We	 use	 for	 convenience	 “Romanian	 Orthodox	 Church”	 (ROC),	 not	 as	 a	 technical	 term	 but	
rather	to	designate	the	Orthodox	ecclesial	structures	existing	in	the	Romanian	provinces	both	
before	 and	 after	 1925.	However,	we	 “Romanian	Patriarchate”	 as	 a	 technical,	 juridical	 term,	
only	to	designate	the	Romanian	Orthodox	Church	after	1925.	
2	The	 Diocese	 of	 Bessarabia	 was	 between	 1813‐1918	 under	 the	 Russian	 Orthodox	 Church	




Biserica	 și	dreptul:	Studii	de	drept	canonic	ortodox,	6	 vols.,	 ed.	 Pr.	 Conf.	 Univ.	 Dr.	 Irimie	 Marga,	
(Sibiu:	Editura	Andreiana,	2010‐2015),	III,	63.	(Henceforth	BD).	



















The	main	character	and	promoter	of	 the	 laity’s	 rights	was	Metropolitan	Andrei	
Șaguna,7	elevated	by	 the	Holy	 Synod	of	 the	Romanian	Orthodox	Church	 among	
saints.	 Metropolitan	 Șaguna	 gave	 the	 Metropolitan	 region	 of	 Transylvania	 the	
famous	“Organic	Statute”,	8	which	allowed	the	 laity	an	extensive	participation	to	
all	 levels	 of	 Church	 administration.	 Already	 during	 his	 lifetime	many	 criticized	
Șaguna	for	his	understanding	of	the	role	of	the	laity	in	the	Church,9	which	looked	
too	 Protestant,	 although	 his	 theological	 and	 canonical	 vision	 were	 merely	 a	
continuation	of	the	old	but	forgotten	Orthodox	practices.10		
Projects	 for	 Church	 constitutions	 in	 Transylvania	 have	 existed	 since	
1850s.11	A	first	draft	of	the	Organic	Statute	was	presented	in	1864	to	the	third	
Eparchial	 synod	and	 it	will	 constitute	 the	nucleus	of	 the	1868	Statute’s	 final	
version.12	Șaguna’s	 project	 was	 discussed	 by	 a	 Commission	 comprising	 four	
clerics	and	eight	laypersons	and	underwent	extensive	changes.	Thus,	from	an	









Andreiu	 Șaguna	and	 the	Rumanians	of	Transylvania,	1846‐1873,	 (Cambridge,	 MA	 –	 London,	 UK:	
Harvard	University	Press,	1977).	





















the	 consistory.	 Furthermore,	 the	Commission	 accepted	 that	 the	bishop	had	 full	














The	significance	of	 the	 laity	 in	 the	Church	 is	 clearly	established	 from	
the	beginning	of	the	Statute.	Thus,	§2	states:	
The	constitutive	elements	of	this	Metropolitan	province	[officially	called	The	
Romanian	Greek‐Orthodox	Church	 from	Hungary	and	Transylvania	 (§1)]	 are	
the	clergy	and	the	faithful	people;	and	its	constitutive	parts	are:	1.	Parishes,	2.	
Deaneries,	3.	Monasteries,	and	4.	Eparchies.	








17	Paul	 Brusanowski,	 “The	 Principles	 of	 the	Organic	 Statute	 of	 the	Romanian	Orthodox	 Church	of	
Hungary	and	Transylvania	(1868‐1925)”,	Ostkirchliche	Studien	60.1	(2011):	110‐138,	here	111.	
18	Brusanowski,	 “The	 Principles	 of	 the	 Organic	 Statute”,	 112ff.	 In	 his	 book	 Rumänisch‐Orthodoxe	
Kirchenordnungen,	Brusanowski	 formulates	 these	principles	 somehow	differently.	Thus,	here	he	
defines	 them	 as:	 the	 principle	 of	 Church	 autonomy,	 in	 the	 context	 of	 a	 subsidiary	 State;	 the	
Synodality,	understood	as	collaboration	between	all	 the	Church	elements	 in	 the	 framework	of	a	































The	 Metropolitan	 province	 was	 governed	 by	 the	 National	 Ecclesial	






































herself	 in	1864	autocephalous,	but	 receiving	her	Tomos	 of	 autocephaly	 from	
the	Patriarchate	of	Constantinople	only	in	1885.23	











first	 four	 Christian	 centuries.	 Anargyros	 Anapoliotis,	 “Einführung	 in	 das	 rumänische	 Statut	
und	 in	die	Strukturen	des	rumänischen	Patriarchats”,	 in	Rumänische	Orthodoxe	Metropolie	von	
Deutschland	 Zentral‐	 und	 Nordeuropa	 (Hg.),	 Kirchenstatut	der	Rumänischen	Orthodoxen	Kirche	















After	1859	Prince	Alexandru	 Ioan	Cuza	promulgated	a	 series	of	 laws	
that	 regulated	 the	 life	 and	 organization	 of	 the	 Orthodox	 Church.25	For	 the	
present	study	the	most	important	of	these	laws	was:	“The	Organic	Decree	for	
the	 establishment	of	 a	 central	 synodal	 authority	 for	 the	affairs	 of	 the	Romanian	
religion”,	promulgated	on	3	December	1864.26	
The	 ecclesial	 situation	of	 the	 two	Metropolitan	provinces	was	 rather	




task	 of	 writing	 a	 legislative	 project	 that	 would	 regulate	 the	 affairs	 of	 the	
Orthodox	Church,	 first	 to	Bishop	Dionisie	Romano	from	Buzău	and	then	to	a	
Church	 commission.	 Bishop	 Dionisie	 proposed	 the	 establishment	 of	 a	 Holy	
Synod	in	which	not	only	bishops	would	take	part,	but	also	representatives	of	
the	priests.	The	project	was	presented	to	the	eparchies	for	discussions	and	then	to	a	
Church	 commission.	 The	 Diocese	 of	 Râmnic	 proposed	 also	 the	 participation	 of	













the	 divine	 service;	 “The	 Organic	 Decree	 for	 regulating	 the	 monastic	 life”	 promulgated	 on	 30	
November	1864,	which	regulated	who	can	enter	the	monasteries	and	from	what	age	and	through	
which	procedure.	Drăgușin,	“Legile	bisericesti	ale	lui	Cuza”,	92ff.	






1641),	 Vasile	 Lupus’	 Pravila	 (1646),	 and	 The	Great	 Pravila	 (1652)	 or	Matei	 Basarab’s	 Pravila.26	
Already	 in	 1844,	 thus	only	 44	years	 since	 its	 first	 edition	 and	3	 years	 since	 the	 second	one,	 in	
Moldavia	Neofit	Scriban	published	 the	Romanian	translation	of	 the	Rudder	(Pidalion)	of	 the	 two	
athonite	monks	Nicodim	and	Agapius.	 Pr.	 Prof.	Univ.	Dr.	 Liviu	 STAN,	Biserica	și	dreptul:	Studii	de	
drept	canonic	ortodox,	6	vols.,	ed.	Pr.	Conf.	Univ.	Dr.	Irimie	MARGA,	(Sibiu:	Editura	Andreiana,	2010‐
2015),	II,	172ff;	Victor	Alexandrov,	The	Syntagma	of	Matthew	Blastares:	The	Destiny	of	A	Byzantine	











We	see	thus	an	attempt	 to	allow	 laypersons	to	participate	actively	 in	
the	life	and	affairs	of	the	Church.	This	is	not	by	chance,	because	the	main	architect	of	
the	Synodal	Law	was	the	Transylvanian	politician,	historian,	linguist	and	founding	














The	crisis	reached	 its	apex	 in	 January	1871,	when	the	Archimandrite	
Clement	 Nicolau,	 professor	 at	 the	 Seminary	 in	 Jassy,	 shot	 four	 bullets	 at	
Metropolitan	Calinic	Miclescu,	without	killing	him	though.32	The	crisis	came	to	
an	end	 in	1872	under	 the	regime	of	 the	new	Romanian	King	Carol	 I,	when	a	
new	Synodal	Law	was	promulgated.	According	 to	 the	1872	 law	 the	Metropolitan	
and	the	bishops	were	elected	by	the	Metropolitan	and	Diocesan	Bishops,	by	all	
the	titular	bishops	who	are	Romanian	citizens	or	who	became	Romanian	citizens,	as	




















law	 was	 passed	 establishing	 the	 Church	 Superior	 Consistory33	which	 had	 as	
members:	a)	all	the	members	of	the	Holy	Synod;	b)	a	representative	of	the	Faculty	
of	 Theology	 in	 Bucharest,	 c)	 a	 representative	 of	 all	 the	 professors	 from	 the	
Theological	Seminaries,	d)	two	starets	(abbots)	representing	the	monasteries,	e)	
17	 representatives	 of	 the	 priests	 and	 deacons	 of	 all	 the	 Romanian	 dioceses	
(Art.19).	The	1909	law	also	modified	the	manner	of	the	election	of	the	episcopate,	
a	 new	 category	 of	 electing	members	 being	 introduced,	 namely	 “all	 the	 elected	




before	1919	had	no	Statute	 issued	by	 the	Church	 itself,	 being	 ruled	 through	
laws	 issued	 by	 the	 State.34	Nevertheless,	 the	 lay	 element,	 though	 present	 in	
various	 ecclesial	 decisional	 structures,	 was,	 in	 comparison	 with	 the	 Church	
from	Transylvania,	considerable	reduced.	At	the	same	time,	the	Church‐State	






Transylvania	 became	 part	 of	 the	 Romanian	 Kingdom	 in	 1918	 and	
between	1919	and	1925	negotiations	were	led	between	the	Metropolitan	province	







33	The	Law	of	 the	Consistory	 in	German	 translation	can	be	 found	 in	Brusanowski,	Rumänisch‐
Orthodoxe	Kirchenordnungen,	134ff.	
34	Beside	the	1872	and	1909	laws	mentioned	above,	the	Church	guided	herself	also	according	to	






bodies	 of	 the	 Church.	 Paul	 Brusanowski,	 „Historische	 Einführung:	 Die	 Dispute	 innerhalb	 der	
Rumänischen	 Orthodoxe	 Kirche	 in	 der	 Zwischenkriegszeit	 über	 die	 Rolle	 der	 Laien	 und	 die	










Metropolitan	 of	 Transylvania	Nicolae	 Bălan	 (1882‐1955),	 a	 professor	 at	 the	
Seminary	and	a	staunch	defender	of	the	Șagunian	principles.	The	main	adversary	
of	 the	 introduction	 of	 the	 Șagunian	 principles	 in	 the	 new	 constitution	 of	 the	
Romanian	 Orthodox	 Church	 was	 another	 hierarch	 of	 Transylvanian	 origins,	
Miron	Cristea	 (1868‐1938),	 elected	 in	1920,	under	 the	political	 influence,	 as	
Metropolitan	Primate	of	the	new	unified	Church.	
In	order	to	achieve	a	unitary	Church	organization	a	commission	of	15	





leaving	 place	 for	 a	more	 centralized	 administrative	 form	 of	 the	 Church;	 the	
autonomy	of	the	dioceses	was	also	reduced,	the	election	of	the	bishops	being	
transferred	 from	 the	 level	 of	 the	 diocese	 to	 the	 competence	 of	 an	 Electoral	
Collegium	 composed	 of	 all	 the	 members	 of	 the	 National	 Church	 Council	
(henceforth	 NCC)	 and	 of	 the	 Diocesan	 Assembly	 as	well	 as	 some	 State	 high	
functionaries;	 the	 institutions	 and	 associations	 on	 the	 level	 of	 deaneries	
(protopopiate)	became	facultative	bodies;	 it	has	introduced	indirect	elections	
for	the	NCC,	whose	members	were	now	delegated	by	the	Diocesan	Assembly	and	
not	 by	 the	 Ecclesial	 body;	 the	 Diocesan	 legislative	 and	 executive	 bodies/	
associations	 lost	 the	 right	 to	make	decisions	 independently,	 the	Bishop	now	
receiving	the	right	to	appeal	against	these	decisions	at	the	NCC.	Therefore,	the	


























turn,	 replaced	 the	 1948	 Statute40	adopted	 under	 the	 Communists.	 The	 1948	
Statute	expressed	the	political	reality	in	which	the	Church	found	herself,	in	the	
sense	 that	 through	 the	Statute	 the	power	 in	 the	Church	became	 increasingly	
centralized41	and	in	consequence	the	Church	could	be	controlled	more	easily	
by	the	State.		
At	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 1990s	 two	 positions	 formed	within	 the	 BOR	
vis‐à‐vis	the	Statute.	On	the	one	side,	there	was	the	opinion	that	a	brand	new	
Statute	was	necessary,	on	the	other	side	there	were	those	who	appreciated	the	
virtues	 of	 the	 existing	 Statute,	 and	who	 favored	 its	 preservation	with	 some	
changes	 that	would	 reflect	 the	new	 realities.42	The	 second	opinion	prevailed	











the	 hierarchs,	 which	 now	 follows	 the	 general	 pan‐orthodox	 practice,	 but	 also	




















intensifies	the	synodality,	 in	the	sense	that	 it	grants	 increased	responsibility	
to	the	Holy	Synod,	to	the	Permanent	Synod	and	to	the	Metropolitan	Synod.	At	
the	 same	 time,	 the	 new	 Statute	 makes	 place	 for	 a	 broader	 framework	 for	






development	 which	 began	 in	 1990,	 and	 which	 accentuates	 the	 following	
things:	centralization	at	the	 level	of	administration;	 the	strengthening	of	 the	
hierarchical	 synodal	 organization	 as	 well	 as	 of	 the	 priests’	 position	 in	 the	
ecclesial	community;	a	narrowing	of	the	laity’s	rights.	The	[Church]	organizations	
(Körperschaften)	 in	 which	 the	 laity	 were	 also	 members,	 lost	 the	 decisional	




















if	not	canonical	at	 least	 juridical	 force.	 In	support	of	 this	position	comes	 the	new	version	of	 the	




the	basis	of	 the	Statute	 for	 the	Organization	and	Functioning	of	 the	Romanian	Orthodox	Church,	
approved	by	the	Holy	Synod	of	the	Romanian	Orthodox	Church	and	recognized	by	the	Romanian	
Government	through	Governmental	Decision	No.	53	from	16	January	2008,	published	 in	Romanian	
Official	Monitory,	Part	 I,	No.	50	 from	22	 January	2008”.	 “Preambul”	 to	Regulamentul	autorităților	
canonice	disciplinare	și	al	instanțelor	de	judecată	ale	Bisericii	Ortodoxe	Române	 (București:	Editura	
Institutului	Biblic	și	de	Misiune	Ortodoxă,	2015).	(Italics	in	the	original).	Nevertheless,	the	changes	










presentations	of	 the	origins	of	 a	particular	 institution.	The	new	dioceses	 erected	
after	2008	are	introduced	as	well	as	other	institution	and	representations.		












The	 laypeople	are	represented	 in	the	National	Ecclesial	Assembly	 (NEA),	





President	 is	 the	Patriarch	of	 the	ROC	(Art.	20	§3)	and,	although	not	mentioned	




of	 the	Statute”	(§b),	elects,	at	the	proposal	of	 the	Patriarch,	 the	members	of	 the	
National	 Ecclesial	 Council	 (NEC)	 (§c),	 but	 also	 approves	 the	 Annual	 General	
Report	of	the	NEC	(§f),	of	the	Patriarchal	Administration	and	of	the	Biblical	and	
Missionary	Institute	of	the	Patriarchate	(§g).	Therefore,	NEA	has	no	attributions	















This	 institution	has	 its	origins	 in	Șaguna’s	 “National	Ecclesial	Congress”	
which	 was	 the	 highest	 decisional	 forum	 of	 the	 Church	 of	 Transylvania.	 In	 the	
modern	legislation	of	the	ROC	the	NEA	still	preserves	its	“deliberative”	character.	
However,	 by	 having	 its	 decisions	 submitted	 to	 the	 episcopate	 for	 approval,	 its	
character	should	rather	be	considered	as	consultative.		
The	 next	 ecclesial	 body	 that	 comprises	 laypersons	 is	 the	 National	
Ecclesial	Council	 (NEC),	which	 is	a	 central	executive	body	of	 the	Holy	Synod	
and	of	the	NEA	(Art.	28).	According	to	Art.	29	§2,	NEC	comprises	12	members	










NEC’s	 main	 responsibilities	 are	 to	 draw	 up	 budget	 projects	 and	 to	
administer	the	Church’s	wealth	(Art.	30).	The	role	of	the	laity	 in	Church	related	
issues	 (though	 not	 in	 directly	 ecclesial	matters)	 is	 further	 diluted	 through	 the	
establishment	of	a	“Permanence	of	the	NEC”	(Art.31)	which	comprises	no	lay	
representatives.	








of	 the	Metropolitan	Synod,	which	 is	composed	exclusively	of	bishops	 (Art.111).	
Neither	is	there	any	other	ecclesial	body	of	which	the	laypersons	are	members,	
since	the	Statute	mentions	no	Metropolitan	Assembly.	



























with	 the	 decisions	 made	 by	 the	 Eparchial	 Assembly,	 he	 can	 request	 the	
Patriarch,	not	to	the	Holy	Synod,	to	dissolve	the	Assembly	and	start	the	process	of	
electing	another	Assembly.		




for	 the	 administration	 of	 Church	 properties.	 It	 is	 however	 also	 charged	 with	
promoting	the	catechesis	in	the	eparchy.	It	is	also	the	diocesan	body	that	confirms,	
























The	 Christian	 faithful	 of	 the	 parish	 have	 the	 following	 rights:	 to	 receive	





according	 to	 the	 teaching	 of	 the	 Orthodox	 faith;	 to	 take	 part	 in	 the	 divine	






The	Parish	Assembly,	 among	other	 things,	 elects	 the	members	of	 the	
Parish	Council,	approves	 the	Activity	Report	prepared	by	the	Parish	Council,	
endorses	the	annual	budget	of	the	parish,	which	will	have	to	be	approved	by	








offensive	or	 immoral	behaviour”	at	 the	 request	of	 the	parish	priest	 (Art.60).	
The	role	of	the	Parish	Council	is	rather	to	assist	the	priest	in	the	administrative	
activity,	although	Art.64	(1)	states	that:	“The	Parish	priest	 is	the	administrator	of	





elected	 by	 the	 Parish	 Assembly	 and	 subordinated	 to	 the	 Parish	 Council	 and	













ROC	Statute	 leaves	 this	 responsibility	 entirely	 to	 the	discretion	of	 the	diocesan	
bishop,	the	lay	members	of	the	parish	having	no	say	whatsoever	in	the	matter.		













Strictly	 speaking	 ROMWEA	 exists	 only	 since	 July	 1972	when	 Bishop	
Teofil	Ionescu	erected	the	Romanian	Orthodox	Diocese	for	Western	Europe.58	
However,	by	establishing	this	diocese	Bishop	Teofil	broke	with	the	older	Romanian	









1946	 by	 the	 Popular	 Tribunal	 for	 cooperation	 with	 the	 Nazi	 Regime	 and	 for	







https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Visarion_Puiu,	 (accessed	 19.08.2016).	 See	 also	 Jean‐Paul	 Besse,	
L'Eglise	 Orthodoxe	 Roumaine	 de	 Paris,	 (Paris:	 DUC,	 1994);	 Mircea	 Basarab,	 “Rumänische	











Metropolitan	 Visarion,	 in	 agreement	 with	 the	 priests	 established	 The	



























63	In	France	 there	were	at	 that	 time	only	seven	priests,	all	 serving	 in	 the	Romanian	Church	 in	
Paris.	Besse,	L’église	orthodoxe	roumaine,	112.	
64	In	 Germany	 there	were	 two	 Romanian	 Chapels:	 the	 Chapel	Mihail	 Sturdza	 from	 Baden‐Baden,	





















































study,	 due	 to	 its	 rather	 under‐developed	 form,	 we	 will	 not	 focus	 our	 attention	 upon	 the	
Statute	 of	 the	 Metropolitan	 province‐Archdiocese	 for	 Germany	 and	 Central	 Europe,	 which	
nonetheless,	provides	that	the	“Diocesan	Assembly	is	formed	of	clergy	and	elected	members	
from	 among	 the	 laypersons	 of	 each	 parish”	 (§16),	 and	 that	 “among	 the	 members	 of	 the	











Iosif,	 then	postgraduate	 student	 at	 the	 Institute	Saint‐Serge,	 in	Paris,	 accepted	 to	
stand	as	a	candidate	for	the	archdiocesan	see.	In	November	1997	hieromonk	Iosif	
Pop	was	 thus	elected	Archbishop	 for	 the	Romanian	Archdiocese	of	Western	and	




on	December	11,	 1997	 and	on	March	15,	 1998	 the	 ordination	 took	 place	 in	 the	















In	 2007	 through	 the	 decision	 4587/2007,	 the	 Holy	 Synod	 of	 the	






75	Unfortunately,	we	were	unable	 to	 consult	 either	of	 the	original	 Statutes.	We	have	however	
consulted	 the	modified	 Statute	 of	 the	 Association	 of	 the	 Eparchy	 as	 it	 was	 adopted	 on	 26	
November	 2016	 and	 which	 consecrates	 the	 integration	 of	 the	 Religious	 Association	 of	 the	
Eparchy	 into	 the	ROMWE.	Unlike	 the	Canonical	Charta,	 the	Statute	of	 the	Association	of	 the	
Eparchy	is	a	simple	juridical	document,	of	little	canonical	or	ecclesiological	significance.	
76	Unfortunately	we	were	unable	to	consult	this	first	Statute.	
77	These	 information	 are	 found	 on	 the	 first	 page	 of	 the	 Statute	 which	 is	 published	 both	 in	
Romanian	 and	 in	 French	 on‐line	 at	 http://www.mitropolia‐paris.ro/content/texte/statut.fr.pdf,	
(accessed	19.08.2016).	
78	Redacția,	 “Hirotonia	PS	Timotei,	 zi	 de	 sărbătoare	pentru	Episcopia	 Spaniei	 şi	 Portugaliei”,	 (1	 Jully	

























in	 force	 in	 the	Orthodox	 Church.	 It	 is	 administered	 in	 an	 autonomous	 form	
through	 its	 own	 representative	 bodies,	 whose	 members	 are	 clerics	 and	
laypeople,	elected	through	the	vote	of	the	clergy	and	of	the	laity,	or	appointed	
by	the	Metropolitan.		





province,	were:	 the	Metropolitan,	 the	Metropolitan	Assembly,	 the	Metropolitan	
Synod,	 the	 Metropolitan	 Administration	 (the	 Curia),	 and	 the	 Metropolitan	
Council	(Art.8).		




80	“Adunarea	 Extraordinara	 a	 Mitropoliei	 Ortodoxe	 Romane	 a	 Europei	 Occidentale	 si	 Meridionale”	
(18.02.2008),	online	at	http://basilica.ro/new/adunarea‐extraordinara‐a‐mitropoliei‐ortodoxe‐romane‐a‐


















notices	 also	 a	 different	 arrangement	 of	 the	 order	 of	 the	 governing	 bodies,	
which	marks	the	establishment	of	a	new	hierarchical	order.		
The	 Metropolitan	 Assembly.	 If	 in	 the	 2003	 Statute	 the	 Metropolitan	
Assembly	was	listed	second	after	the	Metropolitan,	but	treated	first,	in	the	2008	it	




as	 for	those	 issues	that	do	not	 fall	 into	the	competence	of	 the	bishops	or	of	 the	
Metropolitan”	(Art.	9).	In	its	composition	entered	members	ex	officio,	such	as	the	
Metropolitan	 and	 the	 auxiliary	 bishops,	 the	 protobesbyters,	 the	 metropolitan	
counselors,	 but	 also	 the	 directors	 of	 the	 theological	 schools	 and	 all	 the	 parish	
priests.	 Elected	members	were	 two	 laypersons	 from	each	parish	 (Art.	 10).	The	
president	of	the	Metropolitan	Assembly	was	the	Metropolitan	or,	in	his	absence,	








The	 composition	 of	 the	 Metropolitan	 Assembly	 was	 substantially	
modified	 in	 the	 2008	 Statute,	 no	 further	 reference	 being	 made	 to	 principals/	
rectors	of	theological	schools,	to	members	of	the	Metropolitan	administration	or	
to	 metropolitan	 counselors.	 According	 to	 the	 new	 Statute	 the	 Metropolitan	
Assembly	 comprised:	 members	 ex	officio	(the	 Members	 of	 the	 Metropolitan	
Synod,	the	Eparchial	Vicars,	the	Protopresbyters,	the	starets	of	the	monasteries),	
																																																													
82	The	 institution	 of	 the	Metropolitan	 Synod,	 unlike	 in	 the	 2003	 Statute	where	 it	was	 treated	










presided	 by	 the	Metropolitan	 (Art.	 13	 §3).	 The	Metropolitan	Assembly	 is	 “a	
central	administrative	body”	(Art.	13	§1).	
Laypeople	are	also	represented	 in	 the	Metropolitan	Council,	which	 is	
the	executive	body	of	 the	Metropolitan	Assembly	 (Statute	2003	–	Ch.V,	Arts.	




















After	 the	 designation	 of	 the	 candidates	 the	Metropolitan‐Archbishop	 /locum	
																																																													
84	This	form	of	limitation	can	be	justified	both	through	the	fact	that	since	2007	when	Romania	
joined	 the	 EU	 a	 massive	 wave	 of	 emigration	 in	Western	 Europe	 took	 place	 leading	 to	 the	
explosion	of	the	numbers	of	parishes.	Accepting	all	the	parish	priests	and	two	laypersons	as	
parish	representatives	in	the	Metropolitan	Assembly	would	mean	now	to	count	around	1200	




85	At	 the	 present	 moment	 there	 are	 three	 dioceses:	 the	 Archdiocese	 of	 Western	 Europe	
(jurisdiction	 upon	 the	 parishes	 from	 France,	 Belgium,	 Netherlands,	 UK	 and	 Ireland	 and	
Iceland),	the	Diocese	of	Italy	and	the	Diocese	of	Spain	and	Portugal.	Therefore,	there	are	six	
laypersons	in	the	Metropolitan	Council.	
86	The	 Statute	 2008	 mentions	 that	 “Among	 the	 members	 (of	 the	 Metropolitan	 Council)	 with	
deliberative	right	a	treasurer	and	a	secretary	are	elected”	(Art.18).	However,	no	indication	is	









The	Holy	 Synod	 of	 the	ROC	 can	 also	 refuse	 to	 elect	 the	 candidate(s)	

























the	 annual	 report	 of	 activity	 presented	 by	 the	 Bishop	 and	 by	 the	 Eparchial	
Council,	making	recommendations	afterwards;	 it	analyzes	 the	manner	 in	which	
the	parishes	and	 the	administrative	structures	 fulfill	 their	obligations;	 it	 adopts	
decisions	concerning	the	erection,	the	territorial	delimitation	or	the	suppression	
of	the	deaneries;	it	adopts	the	internal	By‐law	of	the	Eparchy	(Art.	28).		
Laypersons	 are	 also	 represented	 in	 the	 Eparchial	 Council.	 Here	 their	
number	 is	 set	 to	 6,	 and	 together	 with	 the	 Bishops	 and	 3	 clerics,	 thy	 have	
deliberative	vote	(Art.	46).	
Between	 the	 diocese	 and	 the	 parish,	 according	 to	 the	 2008	 Statute	
there	is	no	other	administrative	structure	where	the	laypersons	have	a	role.	The	











laypersons	were	 delegated	 by	 each	 parish	 to	 represent	 them	 in	 the	 Vicariat	
Assembly	(Art.	35).87	Among	the	Vicarial	Counselors	could	also	be	laypersons,	
according	to	the	rules	defined	by	each	Vicarial	Assembley	(Art.	41).88	
The	Parish.	 In	 the	appointment	of	a	priest	 in	a	parish	 the	 laypeople	
have	no	 role,	 according	 to	 the	2008	Statute,	which	 is	 a	departure	 from	 the	
2003	 Statute	 where	 in	 appointing	 a	 priest	 the	 bishop	 had	 to	 consult	 first	
with	the	Parish	Assembly	and	with	the	protopresbyters	(Art.54).	The	Parish	
Council’s	advise	is	requested	in	the	2008	Statute	only	when	it	comes	to	the	
number	 of	 priests	 appointed	 in	 a	 parish	 (Art.	 56).	 The	 involvement	 of	 the	
parish	 in	 the	 appointment	 of	 the	 priest	 seems	 to	 be	 connected	 with	 the	
requirements	for	the	parish	to	financially	support	the	priest	and	his	family.	
Thus	Art.52	 (Statute	 2003)	 required	 the	parish	 to	 assure	 at	 least	 a	 part	 of	
necessary	 funds	 to	 support	 the	 priest	 and	 his	 family;	 this	 requirement	
disappeared	from	the	2008	Statute.		
The	role	of	 the	priest	 in	 the	parish	 is,	according	 to	 the	 latest	Statute,	










87	Among	 the	 responsibilities	 the	 Vicariate	 Assembly	 had,	 was	 that	 to	 resolve	 patrimonial	






d’associations	 cultuelles	 orthodoxes"),	 that	 is,	 it	 is	 a	 supra‐parish	 and	 a	 supra‐deanery	
institution,	where	 the	 episcopate	 is	 still	 involved	 in	 its	 governing,	 but	 it	 is	 not	 the	 diocese.	
According	to	the	Reports	of	its	General	Assembly	the	Auxilliary	Bishop	presents	the	“Spiritual	
Report”,	whereas	the	financial	report	is	presented	by	a	layperson.	The	manner	of	functioning	
of	 this	 kind	 of	 religious	 associations	 is	 however	 determined	 by	 the	 French	 legislation.	


















the	 role	 of	 the	 laity	 in	 the	 Church	 either	 by	 reducing	 their	 number	 or	 by	













Today	 the	 Orthodox	 Romanians	 are	 dived	 in	 two	 Archdioceses:	 the	
Romanian	Orthodox	 Episcopate	 of	 America	 (ROEA)	 seated	 in	 Jackson,	Michigan,	
now	 headed	 by	 Archbishop	 Dr.	 Nathaniel	 Popp;89	and	 the	 Romanian	 Orthodox	
























USA	 and	 that	 they	 wished	 to	 put	 this	 diocese	 under	 the	 jurisdiction	 of	 the	
Metropolitan	 of	 Ungro‐Vlachia,	 thus	 cutting	 the	 relations	 with	 Sibiu,	 which	
was	then	ruled	by	the	renegaded	Metropolitan	Vasile	Mangra.93		
According	 to	 Liviu	 Stan	 (who	 writes	 under	 the	 pseudonym	 of	 Ioan	
Casian)94	there	was	a	sentiment	of	mistrust	among	the	Romanians	in	the	USA	





country	 in	 1917	 and	 since	 1918	was	 rector	 and	 professor	 at	 the	 Ukrainian	
Seminary	 in	Canada.	Under	his	 coordination	 in	1922	 two	clergy	 conferences	
were	held	during	which	the	organization	of	the	parishes	and	of	the	Romanian	
parish	 schools	was	discussed.	Under	Gherman’s	presidency	 two	more	clergy	



























The	 first	bishop	of	 the	new	American	diocese	was	 the	archimandrite	
Policarp	Morușca,98	the	Holy	Synod	of	the	ROC	electing	him	in	1935.99	Morușca	
had	a	great	though	difficult	administrative	activity	in	America,	establishing	the	
seat	 of	 the	 diocese	 at	 “Vatra	 Românească”,	 at	 Grass	 Lake,	 Michigan.	 At	 the	
fourth	Congress	of	the	Romanians	in	the	USA,	which	took	place	on	5	July	1935	





after	returning	to	Romania	 for	a	short	period	 in	1939	was	unable	 to	 leave	 it	
again	for	the	United	States,	with	another	candidate.	In	1948	Policarp	Morușca	
was	officially	withdrawn	as	the	head	of	the	Romanian	Diocese	of	America.101		
On	 17	 May	 1950,	 in	 Detroit,	 8	 persons	 who	 were	 in	 contact	 with	










diocese	 entered	 under	 the	 jurisdiction	 of	 the	 Orthodox	 Church	 of	 America	
(OCA),	 and	 in	 recent	 years	 negotiations	 have	 been	 conducted	 in	 order	 to	
achieve	a	reunification	of	the	Romanian	American	diaspora.	This	is	briefly	the	
history	of	the	schism	within	the	Romanian	Orthodox	community	in	the	Americas.		
Concerning	 the	 Statute	 of	 the	 ROEA,	 it	 was	 not	 brought	 by	 her	 first	




enroled	 as	 capelan	 priest	 and	 sent	 to	 war,	 whereas	 his	 wife	 is	 deported	 to	 Hungary.	 Family	
tensions	 then	 lead	 to	 divorce.	 In	 1925	 after	 a	 pilgrimage	 to	 Jerusalem	 Pompei	 has	 a	 spiritual	
conversion	and	embraces	monastic	life,	being	tonsured	into	monachism	and	entering	the	Hodros‐












1936,104	but	 it	 was	 written	 by	 a	 commission	 of	 priests	 from	 the	 American	
diocese,	 on	 the	basis	 of	 the	Șagunian	Statute,	and	approved	by	 the	Diocesan	
Congress	in	1933	and	by	Bucharest	(slightly	modified)	the	same	year.105		
Therefore,	 in	 their	 present	 form	 the	 Statutes	 of	 the	 two	 Romanian	




4.2.2.	The	Role	of	 the	Laypersons	 in	 the	Church	according	 to	 the	ROEA	
and	ROAA	Statutes	
	
























































(p)	Establish,	 enforce	and	amend,	 as	necessary,	obligatory	Parish	 standards	
for	Clergy	remunerations”.	
According	to	the	ROAA	Statute,	the	Congress	
Except	 for	 dogmatic	 and	 canonical	 matters,	 is	 concerned	 with	 all	 other	






bishops	 and	 the	 clergy,	 the	 laypeople	 participate	 with	 two	 representatives	
from	each	parish	and	 two	delegates	 from	each	auxiliary	organization	 (ROEA	
By‐Laws	III.1;	ROAA	Statute	Art.	15.02).		
Among	 the	 most	 important	 tasks	 of	 the	 Archdiocesan	 Congress	 is	 the	
Election	 of	 the	 Bishop(s)	 (ROEA	 By‐Laws	 III.20;	 ROAA	 Art.	 5.02).	 There	 are	
however	differences	in	the	manner	of	electing	the	bishops	and	the	role	played	by	
the	 Congress.	 Thus,	 according	 to	 the	 ROEA	 By‐Laws,	 the	 Congress	 elects	 the	
bishop,	 entrusting	 to	 the	 Metropolitan/Holy	 Synod	 of	 the	 Orthodox	 Church	 in	








The	ROAA	Statute	 provides	 that:	 “Each	 institution	 or	 organization	 of	






Congress	 and	 administer	 the	 affairs	 of	 the	 Episcopate”	 (IV.2).	 Furthermore,	
the	Council	has	the	following	powers:	
(a)	To	convene	the	Episcopate	Congress	in	the	event	of	vacancy	in	the	Office	
of	 the	Bishop	 for	 the	 purpose	 of	 executing	 the	 necessary	 formalities	 for	
the	election,	consecration,	and	installation	of	the	successor	Bishop;	
(b)	To	propose	amendments	to	the	Constitution	and	By‐Laws;	
(c)	 To	 authorize	 the	 Parishes	 to	 buy,	 lease,	 and	 sell	 real	 estate,	 and	 other	
Parish	 property	 and	 to	 contract	mortgages	 or	 other	 encumbrances,	 where	
necessary,	in	conformity	with	other	provisions	of	the	By‐Laws;	
(d)	 To	 study	 and	 approve	 the	 creation	 of	 Missions	 and	 new	 Parishes	 and	
Deaneries,	and	to	determine	their	respective	areas	of	jurisdiction;	
(e)	To	receive	petitions	of	Clergy,	Priests	and	Deacons,	and	Parishes	wishing	to	



















107	“The	Archdiocese	 consists	 of	 the	 following	 institutions	 or	 organizations:	 the	 Archdiocesan	












(r)	To	 carry	out	 the	activities	 relating	 to	church	property	provided	 in	 these	
By‐Laws	including,	but	not	limited	to,	Article	IX,	Sections	4,	10	and	11.	
In	 the	 ROAA	 the	 Eparchial	 Council	 is	 an	 executive	 institution	 and	 it	 is	
“advisory	 and	 consultative	 to	 the	Archbishop”	 (Art.	 16.10.a).	 It	 is	 formed	 from:	
“the	Archbishop	as	President,	 the	Hierarchical	Vicar,	 the	Administrative	Vicar(s),	




(b)	Except	 for	doctrinal	and	canonical	matters,	 it	 is	 concerned	with	matters	
and	 issues	 that	 affect	 the	 life,	 growth	 and	 unity	 of	 the	 Archdiocese	 and	
makes	such	decisions	thereon	as	are	required.	
(c)	 Together	 with	 the	 Archbishop,	 it	 is	 concerned	 with	 and	 oversees	 the	
ministries,	institutions	and	financial	affairs	of	the	Archdiocese.	
(e)	Together	with	the	Archbishop,	 the	Finance	Committee	and	the	appropriate	
heads	 of	 the	 departments	 of	 the	 Archdiocese,	 it	 prepares	 the	 proposed	
Budget	for	recommendation	to	the	Congress.	
(g)	 It	 reviews	all	matters	of	 a	 temporal	and	 financial	nature	 concerning	 the	
Archdiocese.		
(j)	 It	reviews	and	ratifies	the	decisions	of	the	Archbishop	with	regard	to	the	
ordination	 of	 the	 clergy	 and	 the	 appointment	 and	 transfer	 of	 clergy,	
according	to	the	provisions	of	these	Statutes.	
(l)	Following	the	action	of	the	Congress	to	purchase	or	sell	real	property,	the	
Council	 shall	 be	 authorized	 to	 take	 all	 such	 actions	 as	 are	 necessary	 to	
effect	the	decision.	
(o)	 Under	 extraordinary	 circumstances,	 the	 Council	 may	 exercise	 the	
deliberative	authority	of	the	Congress	between	Congresses,	subject	to	the	
ratification	of	these	decisions	by	the	Congress	in	its	next	session.	
(p)	 Together	with	 the	 Locum	 Tenens,	 it	 oversees	 the	 administration	 of	 the	
Archdiocese	upon	 the	vacancy	of	 the	Archiepiscopal	 throne	and	directs	 the	
procedure	 for	 the	 election	 of	 the	 Archbishop	 pursuant	 to	 the	 provisions	 of	
Chapter	XII,	Articles	13.05‐13.08	above.	




of	 either	 physical	 or	 mental	 impairment,	 the	 Council	 will	 address	 its	











Diocesan	 Council.	 Therefore,	 although	 there	 are	 differences	 between	 the	 two	
dioceses,	still	the	laity	shares	greatly	in	the	governing	ministry	of	the	Church.	





At	 the	 level	 of	 the	 Deanery,	 the	 laypeople	 also	 play	 an	 active	 role.	




president	 of	 the	 parish	 council,	 the	 religious	 education	 director,	 the	 ladies’	
auxiliary	president	and	 two	(2)	additional	 lay	members	 from	each	parish	of	
the	Deanery,	elected	by	 the	parish	by	 the	same	procedure	as	the	election	of	
Parish	 Council	 Members	 enumerated	 in	 Chapter	 XXXII.	 The	 Dean	 shall	 be	
informed	 by	 the	 Parish	 Priest	 of	 those	 persons	 representing	 the	 parish	 in	
each	category	(Art.	19.01).	





IX.21).	 The	 Parish	 Council,	 which,	 together	 with	 the	 parish	 priest,	 is	 the	
executive	body,	is	appointed	by	the	Parish	Assembly.		
The	ROAA	Statute	(Art.	40.02)	and	the	ROEA	By‐Laws	(Art.	XV)	allow	
the	 participation	 of	 laypeople	 in	 judicial	 affairs	 as	 well.	 Thus,	 the	 Deanery	
Consistory,	 the	 first	 instance	of	 judgment,108	is	constituted	of	 two	clerics	and	
two	laypersons.	In	the	ROAA	Statute,	the	laypersons	do	not	participate	however	
in	 the	 cases	where	 priests	 are	 involved,	 but	 only	when	 laypersons	 are	 (Art.	
40.03).	 The	 laypersons	 are	 also	 members	 of	 the	 Spiritual	 Court	 of	 Second	
																																																													
108	In	the	ROEA	the	Deanery	Consistory	is	called	the	“Deanery	Peace	Court”	and	it	is	a	“court	of	
mediation	 and	 dispute	 resolution”	 (XV.5).	 For	 canonical	 and	 dogmatic	 related	 issues	 the	











Consistory	 and	 two	 (2)	 Laypersons	 elected	by	 the	Episcopate	Congress	
for	a	term	of	two	(2)	years	and	of	two	(2)	alternate	Layperson	members”	(XV.7)	
represents	the	Court	of	Appeal	for	the	cases	presented	to	the	Spiritual	Tribunal.	
To	 the	 question	 whether	 the	 American	 Dioceses	 allow	 the	 lay	




Institutions.	 In	 this	 section,	 which	 mentions	 the	 “Schools”	 the	 only	 two	
provisions	are:	
(a)	The	Bishop	shall	be	the	head	of	all	affiliated	institutions.	












side,	 there	 is	 the	minority	 group,	 or	 part	 of	 the	 Church,	 that	 allows	 the	 laity	 a	
rather	broad	involvement	in	the	administration	of	the	Church.	It	is	interesting	to	




The	second	element	one	notices	 is	 that,	within	 the	direct	 jurisdiction	of	












to	 bear	 fruit	 it	 is	 necessary	 that	 all	 its	 vital	 parts	 cooperate	 in	 an	 organic	
harmony”.109	Furthermore,	the	Transylvanian	Metropolitan	is	convinced	that		
Church’s	external	vitality	is	conditioned	by	the	strong	functionality	of	all	the	
personal	 and	 social	organs	of	 the	Church,	 because	 there	 is	no	doubt	 that	 in	
that	 body	 in	which	 the	 vital	 parts	 are	neglected	or	 not	 nurtured	 and	 left	 in	





favor	of	 the	 larger	 lay	 involvement	 in	 the	Church.	Let	us	add	another	one	 to	
these.	By	 involving	the	 laity	at	all	 levels	of	Church’s	 life	 it	 is	 the	only	way	by	
which	the	Orthodox	Church	can	avoid	the	effects	of	secularization.	To	involve	




that	 prevent	 the	 all	 too	 common	 abuses	 of	 power	or	 acts	 of	 corruption,	 finally	
allowing	 the	Church	 to	grow	as	a	 transparent,	 socially	 responsible,	missionary‐
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